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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 , Applicant's arguments filed 7/12/07 have been fully read and considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Dependent claims 2-5, 7-10, 12, 14, 16-24 and 26-28 are still objected to as 
being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. 

The minor objection to claim 19 is withdrawn after the current claim amendment. 

Regarding lines 1 1-12 on page 12 of applicant's remarks, applicant contends that 
Lee and Webb do not disclose the limitations of "calculating a 'stochastic measure' of 
an area of a frame 'based on the standard deviation of differences in pixel values' in 
two frames in the temporal domain"; and "detecting 'an opaque image' by 'comparing 
the stochastic measure' with a given noise level". The examiner respectfully disagrees. 
In column 4, lines 20-43, Lee discloses the calculation of the MAD (mean absolute 
value) and the dMAD (difference mean absolute value) values, wherein both the 
stochastic MAD and dMAD obtain the aggregate pixel value data from the successive 
image frames. Thus, Lee discloses "calculating a 'stochastic measure' of an area of a 
frame 'based on the standard deviation of differences in pixel values' in two frames in 
the temporal domain". Lee does not specifically disclose "detecting 'an opaque image' 
by 'comparing the stochastic measure' with a given noise level". However, in column 
1, lines 59-64 and column 2, lines 12-30, Webb discloses that element 104 determines 
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the reduced noise version, ie. opaque image, between elements 108 and 109 with the 
given noise level from element 1 12 or 1 1 3. Thus, Webb teaches the reduction of noise 
levels with comparison to a threshold value. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for 
reducing noise on images displayed at the output, as suggested in Webb's column 1 , 
lines 59-60. 

Regarding lines 13-17 on page 12 of applicant's remarks, applicant states that 
the "opaque image" is not disclosed, and that Lee has nothing to do with "detecting 
logos". The examiner respectfully disagrees. The term "opaque image" can and is 
reasonably interpreted as reduced noise version, difference image or any anomaly 
detected in the image data. Further, the term "logo" is not specifically disclosed in the 
claims to specify what the term "opaque image" represents. 

Regarding the first paragraph on page 13 of applicant's remarks, applicant 
asserts that Lee does not disclose "stochastic measure", and that the MAD and dMAD 
are not stochastic functions. The examiner respectfully disagrees. This argument is 
incorrect because the term "stochastic" is a well known term that is defined as "involving 
probability", as specified in Webster's Dictionary. Since MAD and dMAD are well known 
as "means" or averaging process of pixilated data thait involves probability. The term 
"stochastic" is considered general knowledge accepted and well known by academics, 
and that the mean and standard deviation are the basic terminology in statistical 
analysis and statistical probabilities. Thus, the data obtained by MAD and dMAD are 
probability measures or stochastic measures since the image data obtained by the 
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mean functions pertaining to probabilities. Thus, Lee citations of MAD and dMAD 
reasonably meet the broadly claimed "stochastic measure". 

Regarding lines 1-2 on page 14, applicant states that Lee does not disclose 
"standard deviation". The examiner respectfully disagrees. The terms MAD and dMAD 
are well known as "means" or averaging process of pixilated data that involves 
probability. The term "stochastic" is considered general knowledge accepted and well 
known by academics, and that the mean and standard deviation are the basic 
terminology in statistical analysis and statistical probabilities. Thus, the data obtained 
by MAD and dMAD are probability measures or stochastic measures since the image 
data obtained by the mean functions pertaining to probabilities. Thus, Lee citations of 
MAD and dMAD reasonably meet the broadly claimed "stochastic measure". 

Regarding lines 2-7 on page 14 of applicant's remarks, applicant states that 
Lee and Webb do not disclose the limitations of "calculating a 'stochastic 
measure' of an area of a frame *based on the standard deviation of differences in pixel 
values' in two frames in the temporal domain"; and "detecting 'an opaque image' by 
'comparing the stochastic measure' with a given noise level". The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. In column 4, lines 20-43, Lee discloses the calculation of the 
MAD (mean absolute value) and the dMAD (difference mean absolute value) values, 
wherein both the stochastic MAD and dMAD obtain the aggregate pixel value data from 
the successive image frames. Thus, Lee discloses "calculating a 'stochastic measure' 
of an area of a frame 'based on the standard deviation of differences in pixel values' in 
two frames in the temporal domain". Lee does not specifically disclose "detecting 'an 
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opaque image' by 'comparing the stochastic measure' with a given noise level". 
However, in column 1, lines 59-64 and column 2, lines 12-30, Webb discloses that 
element 1 04 determines the reduced noise version, ie. opaque image, between 
elements 108 and 109 with the given noise level from element 1 12 or 1 13. Thus, 
Webb teaches the reduction of noise levels with comparison to a threshold value. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise on images displayed at the 
output, as suggested in Webb's column 1 , lines 59-60. 

Regarding lines 8-9 and 17-20 on page 14 of applicant's remarks, applicant 
states that Lee and Webb do not deal with "logo". As previously addressed, the term 
"opaque image" can and is reasonably interpreted as reduced noise version, difference 
image or any anomaly detected in the image data. Further, the term "logo" is not 
specifically disclosed in the claims to specify what the term "opaque image" represents. 

Regarding lines 9-10 on page 10 of applicant's remarks, applicant states that 
Webb is silent to the term "stochastic measure" and "standard deviation". The 
examiner respectfully disagrees. As previously stated, the term "stochastic" is 
considered general knowledge accepted and well known by academics, and that the 
''mean" and "standard deviation" are the basic terminology in statistical analysis and 
statistical probabilities. In column 1, lines 59-64 and column 2, lines 12-30, Webb 
discloses that element 1 04 determines the reduced noise version, ie. opaque image, 
between elements 108 and 109 with the given noise level from element 1 12 or 1 13. 
Thus, Webb teaches the reduction of noise levels with comparison to a threshold 
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value. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise on images 
displayed at the output, as suggested in Webb's column 1 , lines 59-60. 

Regarding lines 14-15 on page 14 and lines 1-5 on page 15 of applicant's 
remarks, applicant states Lee and Webb do not disclose the claimed invention and that 
Lee and Webb are not combinable. The examiner respectfully disagrees. See the 
analysis as stated for how the limitations of the present invention are disclosed by Lee 
and Webb. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine 
the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Lee and 
Webb as a whole for reducing noise on images displayed at the output, as suggested in 
Webb's column 1 , lines 59-60. 

It must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense 
necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes 
into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the 
claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
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applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 
1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

One cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. 
Cir. 1986). 

Dependent claims 6, 1 1 , 13 and 25 are rejected for similar reasons as claims 1 
and 15 as stated in the above and the rejection below. 

Thus, the rejection of claims 1 , 6, 1 1 , 13, 15 and 25 is maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 6, 11, 13, 15 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lee (5,617,149) in view of Webb (6,847,408). 

Regarding claim 1 , Lee discloses a method of detecting an opaque image in an 
area of each of a sequence of frames comprising pixels that represent digital video 
images, comprising the steps of: 

detecting a scene change between at least two of said frames, designated as a 
current frame and a reference frame (col. 3, ln.42-51; Lee discloses the determination 
of scene change between frames fn versus fn-i; see fig. 5-6); 
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upon detecting a scene change, calculating a stochastic measure Od of a plurality 
of pixels in the image frame based on the standard deviation of differences in pixel 
values in said two frames in the temporal domain (col.4, ln.20-43; Lee discloses the 
calculation of the MAD (mean absolute value) and the dMAD (difference mean 
absolute value) values, wherein both the stochastic MAD and dMAD obtain the 
aggregate pixel value data from the successive image frames). 

Lee does not specifically disclose detecting an opaque image in said area by 
comparing the stochastic measure Od with a given noise level (STD), However, Webb 
teaches the reduction of noise levels with comparison to a threshold value (col.1 , ln.59- 
64 and col.2, In. 12-30, Webb discloses that element 104 determines the reduced noise 
version, ie. opaque image, between elements 108 and 109 with the given noise level 
from element 1 12 or 1 1 3). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise 
on images displayed at the output (Webb col.1, ln.59-60). 

Regarding claim 6, Lee does not specifically disclose wherein the steps of 
detecting a scene change further includes the steps of: generating a count C of the 
number pixels in the current frame whose difference in intensity relative to 
corresponding pixels in the reference frame, after subtracting the given noise mean, 
exceeds the threshold value. However, Webb teaches the gerieration of a count of 
pixel values (fig.1, element 104 and col.2, ln.13-26). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as 
a whole for reducing noise on images displayed at the output (Webb col.1, ln.59-60). 
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Regarding claim 1 1 , Lee does not specifically disclose wherein the step of 
detecting an opaque image further includes the steps of: classifying each pixel in said 
area of the current frame as an opaque image pixel, if the Od for that pixel matches the 
given noise level, represented by the standard deviation Qs. However, Webb teaches 
the reduction of noise levels with comparison to a threshold value (col.1, ln.59-64 and 
col. 2, In. 12-30, Webb. discloses that element 104 determines the reduced noise 
version, ie. opaque image, between elements 108 and 109 with the given noise level 
from element 1 12 or 1 13). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise 
on images displayed at the output (Webb col.1, ln.59-60). 

Regarding claim 13, Lee does not specifically disclose further comprising the 
steps of: detecting and reclassifying any mis-classified pixels in a refinement process. 
Webb teaches the detection and reclassification of pixels (fig.1 , element 104 and col. 2, 
In. 13-26). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise on images 
displayed at the output (Webb col.1, ln.59-60). 

Regarding claim 15, Lee discloses an opaque image detection system for 
detecting an opaque image in an area of each of a sequence of frames including pixels 
that represent digital video images, comprising: 

a scene change detector that detects scene change between at least two of said 
frames, designated as a current frame and a reference frame (col. 3, ln.42-51 ; Lee 
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discloses the determination of scene change between frames fn versus fn.i; see fig.5- 
6); 

a stochastic characteristic generator that upon detection of scene change by the 
scene change detector, calculates a stochastic measure Od of said area based on the 
standard deviation of differences in pixel values in said two frames in the temporal 
domain (col.4, ln.20-43; Lee discloses the calculation of the MAD (mean absolute 
value) and the dMAD (difference mean absolute value) values, wherein both the 
stochastic MAD and dMAD obtain the aggregate pixel value data from the successive 
image frames). 

Lee does not specifically disclose an opaque image detector that detects an 
opaque image in said area by comparing the stochastic measure Od with a given noise 
level, represented by the standard deviation Os. However, Webb teaches the reduction 
of noise levels with comparison to a threshold value (col.1, ln.59-64 and col.2, In. 12-30, 
Webb discloses that element 104 determines the reduced noise version, ie. opaque 
image, between elements 108 and 109 with the given noise level from element 1 12 or 
113). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise on images 
displayed at the output (Webb col.1, ln.59-60). 

Regarding claim 25, Lee does not specifically disclose wherein the opaque 
image detector further classifies each pixel in said area of the current frame as an 
opaque image pixel, if the Od for that pixel matches a given noise level, represented by 
the standard deviation Os. However, Webb teaches the reduction of noise levels with 
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comparison to a tlireshold value (col.1, ln.59-64 and col.2, ln.12-30, Webb discloses 
that element 104 determines the reduced noise version, ie. opaque image, between 
elements 108 and 109 with the given noise level from element 1 12 or 1 13). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings 
of Lee and Webb as a whole for reducing noise on images displayed at the output 
(Webb col.1, ln.59-60). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2-5, 7-10, 12, 14, 16-24 and 26-28 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allen Wong whose telephone number is (571) 272-7341. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays to Thursdays from 8am-6pm 
Flextime. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Miller can be reached on (571 ) 272-7353. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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